H13398

increase initially when they gave us
the budget at the very beginning of the
year. Since that time, in just about
every piece of major legislation that
the Democrats have brought before
this House, you have seen a tax in-
crease. In bills that you would never
even imagine would have tax increases,
they have it. And let me just take a
moment just to run through a list, and
I don’t have a chart to put up behind
me so I'll have to give it to you this
way.

The CLEAN Energy Act, we're all in
favor of clean energy, I suppose, but it
includes a $7.7 billion tax increase over
10 years. The Small Business and Work
Opportunity Tax Act, $1.38 billion.
Katrina Housing Tax Relief, tax relief,
it sounds as though they’re giving us
tax relief. No, it’s raising taxes by $241
million. Taxpayer Protection Act, $23
million increase. To amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, well, we all want to
do that, but who knows. When they did
it, they raised taxes by $14 million.

U.S. Troop Readiness, Veterans’
Care, Katrina Recovery and Iraq Ac-
countability Appropriations Act. Gosh,
by the name of that, they’re all great
things, U.S. troop readiness, Katrina
recovery, but you know what, they
tucked in a tax increase there. How
much? $4.4 billion. Second bill, same
name, H.R. 2206, $4.8 billion.

The Andean Trade Preferences Act,
$105 million tax increase. Farm Nutri-
tion and Bioenergy Act, $7.4 billion
Democrat tax increase. The Children’s
Health and Medicare Protection Act,
get this one, $54.8 billion Democrat tax
increase.

Just three more. The Renewable En-
ergy and Energy Conservation Act,
what does that have to do with taxes?
Well, for the Democrats, it’s $15 billion
in tax increases.

The Airport and Airway Trust Fund
Financing Act, trying to make our air-
ports better. Well, how do they do it?
They do it by raising our taxes by $1.8
billion.

And, finally, the Mortgage Forgive-
ness Debt Relief Act. Who could be
against mortgage forgiveness and debt
relief? Well, the debt is going to be on
our shoulders because they’re raising
taxes by $2.005 billion.

You add up that whole list, and this
is even before we come to the bill
that’s before us tomorrow, that comes
to $106 billion tax increase over 10
years, on top of the largest tax in-
crease as I mentioned in the budget at
the beginning of the year.

Let me just conclude. I see our time
is coming down. These numbers are for
me, and I think most Americans, hard
to put your arms around when you are
talking about such high tax increases.
The bottom line, though, is put them
in large absolute numbers when you’re
talking about $106 billion or the $70 bil-
lion in permanent tax increases as the
gentleman talked about, or as a Mem-
ber from the other side of the aisle ad-
mitted, 130 percent tax increase,
whether it’s percentages or absolute
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numbers, put them down in day-to-day
numbers. It’s around $2,400 on the larg-
est tax increase to the average Amer-
ican household that you will be seeing.

The question we have to ask is the
one I started with and the one that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania ended
with. It’s a philosophical discussion.
Are we going to put the focus on the
American budget or the family budget?
I suggest, and this side of the aisle sug-
gests, the focus should be on the Amer-
ican family’s budget to allow the
American taxpayer to keep as much of
his money as possible and not see an-
other tax increase on that family budg-
et.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
for pointing out we do have a choice
between higher taxes and tightening
our belt here in Washington, D.C.

As a Republican, as a conservative,
I'm convinced that the reason Repub-
licans got fired from their job of lead-
ing Congress is that we didn’t balance
the budget. We didn’t secure the bor-
der. We didn’t lead with integrity. And
I think it is a fair criticism that we
should have done much better in get-
ting a handle of this spending machine
that we call Washington, D.C.

However, I hear all the time the rea-
son we have record debt and the record
public debt is because of our tax in-
creases or tax relief spending and we
did not pay for the war.

The truth of the matter is we are
having record revenue here in America.
After 9/11, during the recession and
after 9/11, we actually saw a decrease in
revenue the first time in years, not
slowing, a decrease. We put in place tax
relief to help spur the economy, create
new jobs. Our thought was we want to
create jobs around America, leave the
money in the pockets of Americans so
it can work around Main Street and
the shopping centers and go to work,
and it has done that. We’ve had 7 mil-
lion new jobs created over the last few
years, record revenues, double digit
revenues coming in to Washington. Our
problem is not our revenues. Our prob-
lem is spending.

We hear criticism that Democrats do
not support tax relief or the new spend-
ing and they would have paid for the
war. But the truth of the matter is the
first President’s tax relief was $1.3 tril-
lion that Republicans proposed. Demo-
crat tax relief was $1.2 trillion tax re-
lief that they voted.

The second major tax reform, the
Jobs Creation Act 2004 was passed over-
whelmingly with nearly 80 Democrat
Members joining in that tax relief. The
spending on recovering New York from
9/11 was bipartisan, overwhelming. The
spending on Katrina and Rita was bi-
partisan and overwhelming. Medicare,
the Democrat Medicare plan was three
times as large as the Republican plan.

In fact, all of the spending bills the
Republicans proposed that Democrats
opposed, they opposed not because they
were too small, but they weren’t high
enough.
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And so what we are faced today with
is a choice between raising taxes to
balance the budget. We’re tightening
our belts, working together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, and I know up
here that seems to be a poisonous thing
to do. But the truth of the matter, I
think most Members of both parties
would like to balance this budget as
best we can, as soon as we can. I don’t
think we ought to increase taxes to do
it. There are better ways.

——
ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the House this evening to discuss our
great irony about our position in the
world right now, economically and en-
vironmentally.

The irony is that we face some real
challenges that touch on our energy-
based economy, and I think those chal-
lenges are obvious to us tonight, a
challenge as oil approaches $100 a bar-
rel, $3 a gallon, and there’s no relief in
sight.

Americans right now are feeling the
pinch associated with fossil fuel costs
going up. We have a challenge in that
we still are addicted to Middle Eastern
oil as a principal source of oil, and as
long as we are addicted to oil we will
have a problem being wrapped around
the axle of the Middle East.

And we have the problem of global
warming, which is something that is
becoming increasingly clear to us, not
with scientific research but with our
own eyes. In fact, I was pretty stunned
to see the photographs of the arctic
this summer where 1 million square
miles of the arctic disappeared this
summer, totally shocking the sci-
entific community. An area the size of
six Californias disappeared, melted un-
expectedly in the arctic this summer.

And, of course, that’s a big concern
because the arctic ice cap is sort of
like a big sunshade. It reflects energy
back into space. Now that it’s gone in
the summer, or substantial portions of
it, the oceans are absorbing six to ten
times more energy, having a pernicious
feedback 1loop, making the problem
even worse.

In fact, if you look at the projections
prepared by the scientific community
showing the arctic ice cap in the year
2000, if you project up to the year 2040,
the scientific community basically has
found the arctic ice cap will be gone in
the late summer months, essentially in
my children’s lifetime certainly.

And the results of these three chal-
lenges that we have, increasing fossil
fuel prices, our addiction to Middle
Eastern oil and global warming, are
certainly great challenges and ought to
give us pause.

But I'm here to talk about optimism
rather than fear because the great
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irony is that these three challenges
have the capacity to ignite one of the
most positive developments in the U.S.
economy ever, and that is sparking the
potential clean energy revolution that
we’re not accustomed to enjoying in
the United States.
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Our situation is a little bit like it
was in the 1960s. If you recall, in the
early 1960s, when John F. Kennedy
came and stood right behind me here
on May 25, 1961, and said that we would
put a man on the Moon in 10 years and
bring him back safely, that was a very
bold and audacious thing to say. At the
time, rockets were blowing up on the
launch pad, and our computers were in
rudimentary stages. We were way be-
hind the Russians. We just put Spam in
a can up. We hadn’t even invented
Tang yet.

But we were driven to going to the
Moon by a challenge, the challenge
with the Russians, and the need for
technological imminence that the
Americans felt we deserved and had a
destiny to fulfill. Indeed, we did fulfill
that destiny when we went to the Moon
in the original Apollo project.

Now we have these challenges involv-
ing oil and global warming that we can
use to the same effect as Kennedy used
the challenge in the space race, and
that effect is to rally the United States
of America to a brighter future and a
higher destiny to use our technological
genius to develop a clean energy future
for the United States of America.

I am here tonight to share some of
the good news that is extant across the
United States in all 50 States where to-
night there are men and women of ge-
nius and entrepreneurial perseverance
and business acumen that are building
the technology that allows us to beat
global warming, break our addiction to
Middle Eastern oil and, third, grow
millions of new jobs in the clean en-
ergy economy that we intend to build.

I will here tonight, when we con-
clude, finish by saying we will be able
to achieve the same level of techno-
logical 1leap forward as Kennedy
achieved in space. We will do for en-
ergy what Kennedy did for space.

If T can, let me talk about some of
the things I have learned in the last
year. I have been proposing a bill
called the New Apollo Energy Act for
some time and, of course, writing a
book called ‘‘Apollo’s Fire,”” I met a lot
of people around the country who are
now engaged in this great challenge. 1
would like to share with my colleagues
and the public tonight what I found.

First I want to address the issue of
our cars. We got great cars. My favor-
ite is a 1956 Chevy, always was, always
will be, but we know that we have a
great problem that 40 percent of the
carbon dioxide emitted as global warm-
ing gases come from our cars and
trucks. We know that we are paying $3
a gallon and it’s going to go up. We
know that we are taking our money
and putting it in the pump machine,
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and it’s going right to the Middle East
to finance people who are attacking us.

We need to reinvent the car. We need
to take a bold leap forward in tech-
nology to find a new way to propel the
car in a more efficient way. I am here
tonight to say that we have the ability
to do that in the immediate future.

I want to share with you a picture of
a car called the General Motors Volt.
This is a prototype of a car that Gen-
eral Motors hopes to have in mass pro-
duction 5 or 6 years from now. It is a
plug-in hybrid vehicle. A plug-in hybrid
vehicle, this car is quite stylish, and
this physically exists. I actually
brought this car to show to my col-
leagues several months ago. Thanks to
General Motors, it exists physically.

The way this car works is that it has
a tremendous combination of advance
battery technology and hybrid drive
train technology that allows it to be
plugged in at night. When you have
this car, you will be able to take it
home, put it in the garage, plug it in.
The next morning you unplug it. You
can drive it for up to 40 miles on total
electrical propulsion, no CO,, no gaso-
line for the first 40 miles.

The beauty of that, and the impor-
tance of that, is that when you operate
on electricity from the electrical grid,
it may cost as little as 1 to 3 cents a
mile for fuel. It costs 9 cents-plus a
mile or more for gasoline now, and it’s
absolutely clean while you are driving
the car. Now, obviously there is some
CO, involved in the production of the
electricity, but I will get to that in a
moment, so it’s basically very inexpen-
sive.

Because over 60 percent of all the
daily driving is under 40 miles, over
half of the daily trips that Americans
take will be pure electrical propulsion.
Then if you want to drive more than 40
miles before you get home to recharge,
you have a hybrid engine similar to the
hybrid engines now used in both do-
mestic and foreign manufacturers, to
basically use a combination of fuel,
and right now it’s gasoline, someday it
will be cellulosic ethanol, and elec-
tricity residual in the batteries to
drive until you fill up your tank again
or you get back to get recharged.

When these cars are produced, we
will get over 100 miles a gallon of gaso-
line. This won’t be some small mar-
ginal increments, and you know right
now we are debating whether to im-
prove our corporate average fuel effi-
ciency standards up to 35 miles a gal-
lon in 10 or 15 years. These are going to
blow right by that. It’s going to blow
right through the things we are debat-
ing right now and leapfrog that tech-
nology that is actually available today.

Cars like this are on the road today
being driven. I have driven one. They
use a lithium ion battery manufac-
tured by the Al23 Systems in Massa-
chusetts. People have taken the Toy-
ota Prius. I drive a Toyota Prius. It is
a great car. I am 62”7, 200 pounds; com-
fortable, safe, quiet, works like a
dream for us. Folks have taken these
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Priuses and converted them into a
plug-in hybrid car today. They are
driving around the streets of America.

I drove the first one that was com-
mercially sold. We are going to have
them in mass production in several
years, and that’s why it’s important for
this Chamber to send a signal to the
auto industry that we are going to
have a legal requirement that will im-
prove the economy, and it will be sim-
ple to do and economical as well. Eco-
nomical, because when these are in
mass production, they may cost a cou-
ple of thousand dollars more than if
you didn’t have this technology, but
you are going to save three or four
times that amount in fuel costs later
on.

A double bonus of these cars is that
as you drive them, as the grid elec-
tricity gets cleaner, because as we
move to solar thermal energy and wind
power energy and other sources, per-
haps clean coal energy, we will have
less CO, emissions so the car will actu-
ally get cleaner. I mean, except wine,
this will be the only thing that gets
better with age and put out less CO,
over time.

A triple bonus, according to people
who have studied this, these cars have
the potential to help the electrical grid
where utilities can essentially use the
batteries in the car in the garage at
night to store energy. Your utility can
be generating wind power at night or
wave power at night or any kind of
power at night, feed that energy into
your battery and rent your battery in
your garage.

Economists who studied this think
the day may come when you are paid
$2,000 or $3,000 a year essentially for
the temporary rental of your battery
once your battery becomes part of the
electrical grid. There are companies
today in my town of Seattle, Wash-
ington, who are developing the soft-
ware to do that.

The point I think is important to
make is that as we talk about setting
caps on carbon dioxide, as we talk
about increasing mileage requirements
for our cars, we ought to have opti-
mism and we ought to have confidence
and we ought to recognize what Ken-
nedy did about the can-do spirit of
America, that that spirit is going to
build us cars that can radically im-
prove our mileage and radically reduce
CO, and then become a source of ex-
ports so we can start exporting these
cars around the world.

Why can’t we sell these cars to
China? We can, if, in fact, we will start
sending the signals from this Chamber
to the industry that this is going to be
very achievable. It makes sense once
we limit carbon dioxide.

Now, this isn’t the only solution to
our car woes. General Motors, Ford,
Honda, various other companies are
also looking at electrifying the car and
using a fuel cell hydrogen source to es-
sentially generate the electricity to
run electrical motors. That may be as
good or better as lithium ion batteries.
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It is probably a little further away
from commercialization due to the
storage issues of hydrogen and the dis-
tribution needs for the distribution
system of hydrogen, but it is another
alternative that at least one company
intends to have commercially available
in the next several years.

So we now are ready to have leapfrog
technology. It’s because of the genius
of Americans, and it’s getting ready to
g0, and we should not be fearful in this
Chamber. We should be confident of our
ability to reinvent the car, thanks in
part to guys like Felix Kramer, who es-
sentially built one of these in his ga-
rage in California and dared Detroit
and the rest of the auto industry inter-
nationally to build one, and that’s
going to happen now.

So we know we can reinvent the car.
But where do we get the energy for the
electrical grid to energize these elec-
trical cars? Well, the good news is that
the genius of people building cars is
matched by the genius of people fig-
uring out how to generate electricity. I
have been stunned in the last year, as
I have studied this, and as I have gone
around talking to people across Amer-
ica, I have been stunned with the rapid-
ity of the developments that are taking
place in the clean electricity field. You
literally cannot turn over a rock in
this country and not find someone de-
veloping a technology that is helping
to find a way to generate electricity
cleanly.

I want to relate a little story of a
company I heard about months ago.
It’s a company called Ausra Energy,
Ausra. Ausra is owned largely by a fel-
low named Vinod Khosla, who is a fel-
low who was very instrumental in the
development of software, founded Sun
Microsystems, was very successful, and
now has taken his talents to the field
of clean energy.

Mr. Khosla has now looked at all of
the potential places where we can de-
velop clean energy, recognizing that
the world is going to demand these new
technologies. He is a person, as many
of the other people will talk about to-
night, who did very well in software
and Internet, and now see the same po-
tential in the clean energy world as ex-
isted in software and Internet. They
recognized a market opportunity, and
they recognized that there are techno-
logical solutions that can fulfill these
market opportunities.

A fellow named John O’Donnell sent
me an e-mail, who is one of the leaders
of the Ausra Company, and it was a
really happy e-mail to get. I will tell
you why. I was on this floor the first
week in August when we were debating
what’s called a renewable portfolio
standard, and in the energy bill that
we eventually passed in the House in
August, which is a great bill by the
way, a good start on this proposal, we
were working to get a provision that
would call for 15 percent of our elec-
tricity to be generated by clean renew-
able sources by the year 2020.

Of course, we talked to each other on
the floor, and I was talking to some of
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my colleagues from the State of Flor-
ida. They were explaining to me, and I
was saying, well, you know, there are a
lot of different sources of clean energy,
biofuels, wave power, clean coal tech-
nology. Efficiency in conservation is a
form of what we call the first fuel and
solar power. When I said that, one of
my colleagues from Florida said we
can’t do solar power in Florida.

I thought that was a little curious
because I thought the license plate said
Florida, the Sunshine State, but he ex-
plained that because they have some
clouds in Florida, it’s not as productive
a solar field as perhaps the deserts of
Arizona. In fact, that is true. Arizona
might be 10 or 15 percent better than
Florida.

But, a few weeks later, I was talking
to Mr. Khosla, who told me that his
technology has a perfect fit for Florida,
it’s called Ausra. This is a picture of
the Ausra thermal solar generator. The
way the Ausra system works is that it
is an array of mirrors. These blue long
lines are essentially flat-panel mirrors,
long arrays. They are quite long. As
you can see these mirrors concentrate
the sun’s energy on a little pipe. You
can see this pipe running about here
above the long mirrors, and these are
all focusing the reflected rays of the
sun on that pipe. It heats water and
eventually creates steam, and the
steam turns a turbine, just like a coal-
fired plant would, and generates elec-
tricity.

Now, this Ausra technology could be
and is, as far as we can tell right now,
probably the least expensive of the
solar thermal technologies that are
being considered. The reason Mr.
Khosla explained it to me is because
they discovered a way to make these
mirrors flat rather than concave, and
they can make them a lot cheaper. The
other provisions have a concave surface
to them. They are much more expen-
sive to manufacture.
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Well, as a result of these and other
improvements they made, Mr. Khosla’s
company just signed for ten, I believe,
hundreds of megawatts with the Flor-
ida public, with a Florida public power
utility for the production of zero CO,
emitting solar thermal energy. So here
we have a situation in a State that at
least some folks didn’t think we could
produce solar energy, and within weeks
we have a contract with a major
league, a Florida utility to produce
electricity for thousands of people in
Florida. And this stuff’s powerful. In
every 2 acres of these mirrors, you can
do somewhere between, you can pro-
vide enough electricity for somewhere
between 750 and 1,000 homes. This is
not just, you know, powering just your
fan. It’s real electricity.

And now I got an e-mail from Mr.
O’Donnell 3 days ago that, in fact, a
contract has also been signed, a major
public utility in California. And the
sky’s the limit. Now, this power’s a lit-
tle more expensive than coal-based
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power now, but the folks who run this
company believe that can be competi-
tive in just a matter of a few years
once the cost of investment capital
comes down and their scales of econ-
omy, and the fact that the prices of
fossil fuels have not exactly been com-
ing down, witness the price of gasoline.

So in a very few years, this tech-
nology has the capability to be as inex-
pensive or less expensive than tradi-
tional fossil fuel-based systems with
zero CO, emissions without sending our
money to Saudi Arabia and without
digging up anything in the ground.
That’s a pretty good deal.

Now, there are other companies be-
sides OSRA that have similar tech-
nology, and there are contracts being
let around the country for them as
well. So we have the potential, not the
potential, but the existence of real en-
ergy. This is not a pipe dream. This ex-
ists in reality. And we have the right
to be excited about it.

Now, there are many other ways to
produce potentially clean energy. One
of those potentially is clean coal tech-
nology, and research is going on, as we
speak, in the potential of being able to
take coal, gasify it, draw off the carbon
dioxide, take the carbon dioxide and
inject it underground into permanent
geological sequestration, and then burn
coal without any CO, emissions of any
significant amount. And that research
is expensive, and it is not a guarantee
that this tip of technology will be com-
mercially viable. But it is a distinct
possibility.

In fact, an MIT researcher that re-
viewed this believed it was probable
that this type of sequestration tech-
nology, putting CO, underground in ei-
ther large saline aquifers underground
or in two or three other types of geo-
logical formations, that we would be
able to do this in many, many places in
the United States in commercially via-
ble costs.

Now, that technology’s being devel-
oped too. There’s a company called
Ramgen Corporation in Seattle, Wash-
ington, that has developed a compres-
sion technology that costs 30 percent
less money that could make this com-
mercially viable to allow true clean
coal to occur. And it strikes me that
research to make that determination
whether this can be done is appropriate
investment.

Now, this is to be distinguished from
something you might hear called coal-
to-liquid, which is a very different
thing. Coal-to-liquid is turning the coal
into a liquid and then burning the liqg-
uid. When you just burn the liquid, for
instance, in an airplane motor or a car
motor, you end up putting CO, right
back into the air. So coal-to-liquid is
not an improvement from a global
warming perspective.

What we call clean coal, where the
CO,, from its production is actually se-
questered underground, is a marked
improvement in global warming, and
that’s another technology that we are
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looking at. But there are a host of oth-
ers, and some of them are off our coast-
line. And I learned about these tech-
nologies in the last year in the course
of my research and in the preparation
of the new Apollo Energy Act that I've
cosponsored.

Off of our coastline in our estuaries,
we have enormous amounts of energy
in the waves and in the tides. And I
have a picture here of some of the tech-
nologies that are now under develop-
ment to harness that energy. And to
have a, just to get a sense of the energy
that is in our waves, if you’ve ever
been thrashed in the surf like I have,
you get some sense of how much en-
ergy is in a wave. But it’s truly awe-
some.

In a 10-by-10-mile stretch of the coast
of the Pacific, just in a 10-by-10-mile
square, there is enough energy in the
waves that could power all the elec-
trical needs for the State of California.
That’s big-time energy. And the De-
partment of Energy has concluded that
if we can commercialize wave power
technology, it could produce even in
excess of 10 percent of all the electrical
needs of the United States. So there’s
an awesome amount of energy off the
waves.

In fact, the Pacific Coast of the
United States happens to be the, hap-
pily, the single most beneficial pro-
spective place for wave power in the
world. This has actually been mapped.
There are maps of the wave power all
around the world, and the best in place
in the world is off the Pacific Coast.

So now we have brilliant Americans
developing technology to harness that.
We have a picture of some of them
here. A buoy developed by Ocean Power
Technology. As this buoy bobs up and
down, it compresses air that then com-
presses, essentially, hydraulic fluid and
drives an electrical generator.

There are others from a company
called Finavera that uses a system as
the buoy bobs up and down, it pressur-
izes a column of water that then turns
a generator. There are others that look
like these large snakes. As they undu-
late and move up and down, they,
through mechanical transference of en-
ergy, basically run a generator that
then through a wire sends the elec-
tricity back to the coast.

Now, the first of these in the Conti-
nental United States has now gone in
the water off the coast of Oregon. We
have them off the, actually powering
Navy bases in Hawaii right now that
have been in the water now for over a
year. We’re learning a lot from them.
We’re learning that there’s a lot of en-
ergy there. And, in fact, as you might
imagine, we’ve learned that you’ve got
to make them incredibly strong to
withstand the forces of the sea.

Now, people, we cannot guarantee
that this technology is going to be
commercially viable. It is an infant in-
dustry. But we know, with the energy
available in the waves, and we know
the advances we can make, I think it is
a reasonable opportunity that justifies
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investment in this technology, and, in
fact, the private sector is making a
very large investment in this tech-
nology.

Now, there’s another type of power
called tidal power which involves cur-
rents, harnessing the currents that are
driven by the tides, by the Moon, of
course. You know, this is kind of lunar
energy. The Moons run the tides. And
we now have technology using turbines
that look like underwater wind tur-
bines. There’s a picture of one here
manufactured by a company called
Verdant that is now in the East River
in New York.

These essentially work like wind tur-
bines that you’ve seen. As the tide
moves in and out, and of course it’s
very predictable and happens every
day, it spins this turbine very slowly,
so it has a minimal impact on marine
life and generates the electricity. And
these are actually in the water.

Now it’s interesting, we found out
there’s so much energy in these cur-
rents these have had to be rebuilt,
which is a good sign, essentially, be-
cause we found out there’s more energy
than we knew. So we have substantial
energy off of our coastlines that we
have potential for capturing.

Now, a lot of people thought ocean
energy is where wind energy was about
20 years ago. About 20 years ago, people
started to put up these wind mills and
generate electricity from them. And
when they started, a lot of people
thought they were kind of wacky. It
was very expensive at the time. It was
a new idea and the oil and gas folks
kind of laughed at them. That was 20
years ago.

During this succeeding 20 years,
we’ve had continuing improvements of
the technology, and now we have wind
turbines over 300-foot in height
powering over 1,000 homes apiece, pro-
ducing electricity that is as cheap as
any electricity in the Nation.

Today, in the State of Washington,
where I hail from, in southeast Wash-
ington, we have the largest wind farm
in the Western Hemisphere producing
electricity as cheap as coal-fired elec-
tricity. And now it is the largest most
rapidly growing form of energy in the
United States, and it has still huge po-
tential to grow because we have enor-
mous resources of wind. In fact, it’s
growing so fast that the wind turbine
manufacturers cannot keep up.

And I'd like to tell the story of an
American company called Clipper
Wind. Clipper Wind tonight has several
hundred Iowans working in Cedar Rap-
ids building clipper wind turbines;
good, well-paid American jobs now
spinning, and these are also being ex-
ported around the world, producing ex-
actly zero CO, emitting wind energy.
And these are American jobs.

And that’s what this is about. Wheth-
er it’s plug-in hybrid cars or solar ther-
mal technology, or wind turbine tech-
nology, these are American jobs that
we’re building. But we’re only going to
build them if Congress starts to adopt
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the policies that drive investment into
these technologies, rather than just
the fossil fuel industry. And that’s why
we need to take some of these subsidies
we’ve given to the oil and gas industry
and we did it in the House bill we
passed some time ago, $16 billion, reel
it back in and put it into a fund to help
some of these nascent industries grow.

And we need a renewable portfolio
standard to send a message to the in-
vestment community that they can in-
vest in these technologies, because we
know there’s going to be a demand for
them. And we need a cap and trade sys-
tem so that we don’t allow polluting
industries to put their carbon dioxide
and their pollution in unlimited
amounts into the atmosphere. And
when those things happen, there will be
a gold rush, a flood tide of investment
capital into the companies that are de-
veloping these technologies. That’s
what they need. They’'ve got the bril-
liance. As soon as they have the invest-
ment capital, they’re going to take off.
And as soon as the demand is obvious,
investment capital will flow.

I talked to a fellow named John
Plaza. He was here three days. John
has a really interesting story. He was
an airline pilot, and he said he sort of
got bored going back and forth. I know
what it feels like because I fly back
and forth every Monday and Friday.
And he decided he wanted to try some-
thing new. So he went out and decided
he was going to start brewing up bio-
diesel fuel, literally in his garage, and
started to figure out a way to make
biodiesel. And he actually came to be-
lieve it was commercially viable. So he
went and found an investor, a fellow
named Martin Tobias, who was success-
ful at Microsoft; raised some capital,
built a little plant on the shores of the
Duwamish River in Washington. Really
wasn’t much to look at. Just your typ-
ical little tilt-up warehouse.

John was pretty creative. He went to
the Rainier Brewing Company, the
iconic Big R in Seattle, and he bought
two big huge brewing vats from the
Rainier Brewing Company, and he
moved them down to this little ware-
house and he designed a way himself on
how to filter some of the material out
of biodiesel when you refine it. And he
started refining biodiesel, and he start-
ed selling it.

Well, that was last year. This year he
is leading and has constructed the larg-
est biodiesel plant in the world that
puts out 100 million gallons of biodiesel
at Grays Harbor, Washington, a town
that’s experienced some economic
hardship because of the decline of the
timber industry. And John, in his ge-
nius and his business acumen, has built
a business hiring people in Washington
State, now going to be shipping bio-
diesel all around. They just signed a
deal with a distributor to start distrib-
uting it. And the very first committed
biodiesel pump from this group called
Propel was installed in Ballard, Wash-
ington, just a couple of weeks ago.

So here’s good old American know-
how, can-do spirit, developing a whole
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new industry. And the biofuel industry
has a very bright future.
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I would like to talk just for a mo-
ment about biofuels. We know we have
corn ethanol today in abundance, and
23 percent of all the corn grown in the
United States now goes to ethanol. And
it’s been productive. The price of gaso-
line actually would have been worse if
we hadn’t had that ethanol available.
It’s bad enough as it is.

But the good news I want to share
with you is that we have tremendous
cause for optimism that we are going
to grow second, third, and fourth gen-
erations of ethanol. They’re going to be
much more productive than corn eth-
anol that we are using now because the
corn ethanol we use now only uses the
kernel, a very small part of the total
plant. Scientists have now developed
ways to use the entire plant, all of the
carbohydrates in the plant, what they
call the corn stover, switchgrass, and
some advanced feedstocks that have
the capability to be four or five times
as productive per acre as corn.

And I was at a company called Men-
del Biotechnology in Hayward, Cali-
fornia, a few weeks ago that have de-
veloped a grass called Miscanthus.
Miscanthus grows about 10 or 12 feet
high, a real thick-looking plant. When
you harvest it, you take the whole
plant. They take it, they chop it up,
they expose it to heat and enzymes
that breaks down the cell wall and
freezes the carbohydrates that then
could be distilled into an alcohol. Eth-
anol is an alcohol. And that feedstock
has the potential to produce four or
five times as much per acre as existing
corn ethanol with less fertilizer and
less water needed.

We’re also making tremendous
strides in enzymes. And there are ways
to do this even without enzymes. The
very first cellulosic ethanol plant in
America had the ground broken 2 days
ago, I believe, the Ramgen Company,
another company owned by Vinod
Khosla that I talked about, and we
have five others that are going to begin
construction shortly. So conservative
estimates are that within the next 20
years, we will be able to have 25 to 30
percent of all of our transportation
fuels fueled by biofuels. And the best is
yet to come.

Last night I learned about a company
called Solazyme. Solazyme is devel-
oping a way to make biodiesel from
algae that is 50 times as productive as
corn per square meter or acre in its
productive capability. Now, it’s not
commercialized yet. It’s quite aways
from commercialization. A lot of work
has to be done. But when that is done,
Katie, bar the door when it comes to
biofuels. And when we do that, we are
going to have plug-in hybrid cars that
we can plug in, run for 40 miles, then
burn cellulosic ethanol or potentially
biodiesel, and have an infinite number
of miles per gallon of gasoline because
we won’t be using it. We will have a
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decarbonized car. The car may become
total electric, but even if it doesn’t be-
come total electric, it can become
decarbonized by a combination of plug-
in hybrid technology and biofuels. And
of course biofuels are zero CO; emitting
net because you don’t put any more
carbon into the atmosphere than the
plant takes out of the atmosphere. It’s
just a little circle. The plant sucks the
CO, out of the atmosphere, photosyn-
thesis kicks in. You make carbo-
hydrates, build the plant, chop the
plant up. You make it into biodiesel or
cellulosic ethanol. You burn it, and
then CO, goes back up and the cycle is
repeated. There is no net CO,, unlike
coal and oil. We are taking stuff out of
the ground that has been there for a
million years, and that has enormous
net increases to the atmosphere.

So here we have existing technology
that is on the cusp of commercializa-
tion and American know-how is going
to do it. And that is why we in this
Chamber and my colleagues who might
be listening tonight, should that be the
case anywhere in this fair country, we
ought to have confidence that we can
move forward with the host of these
clean energy policies that we are now
considering and realize that the Amer-
ican economy is going to grow as a re-
sult of these policies, not shrink, be-
cause the world is going to need this
clean energy. And it ought to be Amer-
ica that is selling it to China and the
rest of the world, and we have every
possibility of doing that.

Now, there is another place where
the clean energy revolution is going to
be really important, and that is in our
homes, in a lot of different ways. And
some people think that to make our
homes electrical-generating units or to
make them zero CO, emitters is sort of
a Buck Rogers fantasy, and I have
learned that that is anything but true.
In fact, on the mall 2 weeks ago, we
had a solar decathlon where 13 colleges
sent kids, and anybody under 40 is a
kid to me now, but these college stu-
dents that came in and built these zero
CO, emitting solar-powered homes. And
they were just delightful to look at and
fascinating to behold what these young
students had created.

Now, they did look a little different
than my home and maybe yours look
like because they had the absolute
avant guard technology in them.

But I want to show you another home
in one of the rainiest parts of Wash-
ington, up north in Redmond, Wash-
ington. This is the home of Mike and
Meg Towne. Mike is a teacher at
Redmond High School. And several
yvears ago Mike was talking to his stu-
dents about the importance of dealing
with global warming and all the whiz-
bang technologies that he thought was
going to come on to help solve this
problem. And one of his students said,
Mr. Towne, if this is so cool, why aren’t
you using it? And he said to himself,
well, maybe I will. So he and his wife,
Meg, decided to go out and build essen-
tially a zero net CO, home that’s solar
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powered, and they did it. And they did
it for very little more than it costs to
build a typical home. And here’s their
home in Redmond, Washington.

I want to note this is a very unusual
day because it was not raining when
this picture was taken, and it tends to
rain a little bit where I live, and it
rains even more where Mike lives. This
is up towards the foothills of the Cas-
cade Mountains, and it’s just a very
damp, gray environment. But even in
that environment, they put up these
solar cells, and you will see that they
are incorporated into the roofing mate-
rial. You can just put them on. Mike
put them on himself. They used a little
extra insulation, decent windows, de-
signed it in a way to minimize heat
loss. And right now they have =zero
electrical net usage because they feed
back into the grid frequently of elec-
tricity they are not using, and they
netted out to zero. And Americans are
going to have that right if a bill that I
have been working on for 4 years called
the Net Metering bill passes, so that
when you generate electricity and you
feed it back into the grid, you get paid
for it.

The point of this is that this exists
today in rainy climates. It’s possible
almost anywhere in the country. And
we are going to do it. And we have a
bill in the House that we have now
passed this August that will establish
building codes that will decrease en-
ergy use by 50 percent in our homes
and our businesses in the next 10 years
of new construction. That is possible to
do. We are doing it. Mike and Meg
Towne did it. And we are well on our
way as part of an important part of the
clean energy revolution.

And, by the way, this is going to cre-
ate jobs, because when we retrofit our
homes, when we put in new insulation,
when we put in weather stripping,
when we put in more efficient heating
systems, all of those things generate
jobs. And a conservative estimate of
the new Apollo Energy Act that I have
sponsored is that it will create 3 mil-
lion new jobs in the next several years.

So what we have seen tonight is a
host of new economic opportunities for
America. And what I started out with,
I was talking about that this is an
irony. The irony is that these great
challenges of global warming and ad-
diction to Middle Eastern oil and the
huge increase in the cost of oil and gas
are actually disguised opportunities.
And if this Chamber will act, and we
would like to do it in a bipartisan
basis, to adopt this signal to the mar-
ket, these technologies are going to
blossom.

And I would like to talk about one
policy that is of overriding interest,
and that is the cap-and-trade system
that we need in this country to drive
investment in these technologies.
Right now we have a broken market.
We have a great market failure. And
that market failure is that we are al-
lowing polluting industries to use our
atmosphere, a scarce resource, and put
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unlimited amounts of their pollutants
into the air for no cost whatsoever.
And that is not only morally wrong;
it’s economically wrong, because when
you have an asset, if somebody uses it
up, they ought to pay for that; right?
And there ought to be some limit on it.
But right now when a utility burns
coal and they dump the CO; in our at-
mosphere, an atmosphere we have in
common, it’s like a city park. And we
would not allow a utility to back their
dump truck into the city park and
dump their trash in the city park. We
would not allow some refinery putting
CO; into the atmosphere to drive up to
the city park and dump their sludge in
the city park. But that’s what we are
doing right now by allowing unlimited
amounts of carbon dioxide into the at-
mosphere. And that has to stop. We
have to develop a limit on the amount
of carbon dioxide that goes into the at-
mosphere. And a cap-and-trade system
does that. When we develop a cap, we
will put and guarantee Americans that
only a certain amount of carbon diox-
ide can go into the atmosphere every
year. It’s common sense. We can’t con-
tinue to put this into the atmosphere
without very devastating ramifica-
tions. And we need to charge for that
as well.

Europe made a big mistake. When
they did this, they just handed these
permits out, and the utilities took
them and then took a huge windfall
profit by charging rate payers for an
asset that was just given to them. We
can’t do that. We need to have an auc-
tion of those permits to create a price
for carbon and to use the market to de-
termine who really needs them and
what they will pay for that scarce re-
source.

And this is a resource owned by the
taxpayers. The taxpayers own the at-
mosphere, not the corporations. The
citizens of America own the air we
breathe, not the utilities. The Congress
has a responsibility to our citizens to
take care of that asset, and we are not
doing it yet. And when somebody uses
that asset, they need to pay for using
that asset.

So what we would propose to do is
have an auction and let the market de-
termine what the cost of those permits
are for polluting industries. And the
sooner we do that, the better; the more
powerful impact we will have in driv-
ing investment to these new tech-
nologies, and the sooner that taxpayers
will get a break getting paid by some-
thing that they own mutually. And
that money can then be used for fur-
ther research and development into
these technologies. It can be used to
help lower-income folks with their
heating and cooling expenses. And it
can be used as part of the clean energy
revolution. And we need to increase
that R and D. We are spending 25 times
more in Iraq today than we are spend-
ing on trying to solve this energy prob-
lem. We spent seven times more on the
original Apollo Project than we are
spending today on this energy problem.
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We have got to ramp up our Federal R
and D as the private sector does as
well.

So in closing, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say that if people come to know
the people I have known during the
last year; the folks who are developing
solar thermal; the folks who are devel-
oping clean coal; the folks who are de-
veloping advanced forms of cellulosic
ethanol and advanced forms of bio-
diesel; the folks who are developing
wind and tidal power; the people who
are developing what’s called the SIPs
industry, the structural integrated
panels, where they have built these
panels now that you can build a house
with them and you can reduce your
usage by 40 percent at no additional
cost; the people who are developing the
plug-in hybrid car, these are the Amer-
icans that we need to listen to and
have confidence in that they are going
to solve this problem. And that is why
in the next few weeks in this Chamber
I hope we will pass an energy bill that
is as bold and as visionary and as opti-
mistic as Kennedy’s original Apollo
Project. And America deserves nothing
less than that because we are just as
capable, we are just as smart, and we
are just as technologically ambitious
as we were in the 1960s. And if we do
that, America will produce. It is our
destiny. The New Apollo Energy Act
will solve these problems and grow our
economy at the same time.
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FOOD SAFETY AND PRODUCT
RECALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is recognized for
the remainder of the time until mid-
night.

Mr. BURGESS. This evening I come
to the floor to talk about a growing
and disturbing trend of food and con-
sumer product safety recalls, and this
danger is very real. The danger has
been widely documented and discussed
in the media. It’s been widely docu-
mented and discussed in committee
hearings, in our committee, the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, dis-
cussed around the water cooler at
work, kitchen tables around the coun-
try, and almost nightly on the ‘“‘Lou
Dobbs Show.”

And what does this mean, recall after
recall after recall all summer long?
What does this mean for average Amer-
icans? It means that parents are afraid
that their children are playing with
lead-contaminated train sets. It means
that parents are afraid that magnets or
toys and charms may cause internal
damage if their child accidentally
swallows them. It means that families
are afraid that the food they feed their
pets may actually have plastic in it. It
means that people are afraid that their
toothpaste may contain antifreeze. It
means that people are afraid that the
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fish they serve to their families may
contain dangerous levels of antibiotics.

It is seemingly without end, and peo-
ple are afraid about the source of their
products and the dangers, and right-
fully so.

People are afraid. They’re afraid of
the defective products being imported
into our country. And, Mr. Speaker, it
seems like almost all of the trouble fo-
cuses around a single country, the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Consumer health and well-being are
endangered on two fronts: the food we
eat, the goods we use.

I want to use some of my time to dis-
cuss both fronts and what we in Con-
gress are doing and should be doing to
protect American families from harm-
ful products.

First, considering the issue of con-
sumer product safety recalls, it seems
like the Nation has turned its atten-
tion on to this issue. Every time you
turn on the TV, you open a newspaper,
you learn about yet another consumer
product safety recall.

People are generally concerned about
the issue of recalls; and many people,
myself included, are concerned about
the source of the recalls since it ap-
pears that the majority of the recalls
are coming from the People’s Republic
of China.

Just last night, nine new recalls
alone were announced, including re-
called products that had lead-contami-
nated paint on their toys. As a parent,
as a physician, one recall was ex-
tremely disturbing. According to the
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission, an e-mail notification that I
received last night read: ‘‘Spin Master
Recalls Aqua Dots—Children Became
Unconscious After Swallowing the
Beads.” It’s a pretty innocent looking
toy, and if my kids were little, I'm sure
they would have loved this toy. It
looks innocent. But this product is
truly a wolf in sheep’s clothing. And
the recall notification, I encourage ev-
eryone to sign up for the notification
at www.cpsc.gov, the Web site listed
the injuries caused by these beads. And
I quote: “The Consumer Product Safe-
ty Commission has received two re-
ports over the last several days of chil-
dren swallowing Aqua Dots. A 20-
month-old child swallowed several
dozen beads, he became dizzy, vomited
several times before slipping into a co-
matose state for a period of time, was
hospitalized, and has since recovered. A
second child also vomited and slipped
into a comatose state and was hospital-
ized for 5 days.”

This morning it was reported in the
Dallas Morning News, my local news-
paper, and other news outlets, that
Aqua Dots were linked to rohypnol.
Now, you may have heard of rohypnol
in the past. Rohypnol gained some no-
toriety as the ‘‘date rape’ drug. And
according to ABC news, scientists say a
chemical coating on the beads, when
ingested, metabolizes rohypnol, the so-
called date rape drug, gamma hydroxy
butyrate, GHB. When eaten, the com-
pound made from common and easily
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